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Sir: 



The following remarks are in addition to the remarks set forth in the Amendment 
filed April 28, 2006. 

Enclosed with the Amendment filed April 28, 2006 was a Declaration under 37 
C.F.R. 1.132. This Declaration compares samples created using the fibers of EP '633 and 
EP '383 with samples created using polyparaphenylene terephthalamide fiber, as recited 
in Applicants' amended claim 5. The Declaration demonstrates that the samples created 
using polyparaphenylene terephthalamide fiber are unexpectedly superior in cut 
resistance and cut resistance increase ratios to samples created using the fibers of EP c 633 
and EP '383. Therefore, it is clear that the polyparaphenylene terephthalamide fiber of 
Applicants' claims is not an equivalent to the fibers of EP '633 or EP '383, and therefore, 
one of ordinary skill in the art would not substitute Applicants' recited fiber for the fibers 
of the cited references. Applicants present these arguments to demonstrate that the 
claimed invention is neither anticipated by, nor rendered obvious by EP '633 or EP '383. 

Furthermore, Applicants' claims are patentable over the teachings of Naito et al. 
because Naito et al. fail to teach or suggest polyparaphenylene terephthalamide fiber, and 



because Naito et al. require a cross-linking agent, which has been excluded from 
Applicants' claims. 

Applicants' claims are patentable over Stengle, because Stengle does not teach 
Applicants' recited metal catalyst. Further, Applicants' claims are patentable over 
Stengle in view of Jasinski et al., because Jasinski et al. fail to teach or suggest a catalyst 
selected from the group recited in Applicants' amended claims. 

In view of the amendments and remarks filed April 28, 2006, as well as the 
remarks set forth above, it is submitted that each of the grounds of rejection set forth by 
the Examiner has been overcome, and that the application is in condition for allowance. 
Such allowance is respectfully solicited. 
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